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REMARKS 

The undersigned attorney and Examiner Li conducted a telephonic interview on January 
10, 2007. The undersigned thanks the examiner tor her time and comments during the 
Examiner's interview. 

During the Examiner';? Interview, the claims and the cited art were discussed. The 
examiner acknowledged that U.S. Patent No. 4,816.913 to Harney et a), does not disclose the 
feature: "the held [of a local register instruction] representing a mask in which each hit of the 
roast identifies a diiferenl byte of the destination register.'' as recited, Ibr example, in 
independent claim 17. The exansiner further indicated thai the current rejections, as presented in 
the October 3 1, 2006. Office Action, will be withdrawn. No other agreement regarding the 
■claims was otherwise reached. 

As requested by the examiner, and for the sake of completeness;, applicant's vvnroeoS 
regarding the examiner's rejections are provided herein. 

Claims 17-2 1 , 23-26 and 28-29 are pending in the above-referenced patent *p \,<.a <on 
Claims 1 7 and 26 are independent. 

The examiner rejected claims 17-21, 23-26 and 28-29 under 35 U.S.C. §10eLsS as voig 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,663.012 to Shimku et at... in view of the reference 
""Programming, Compiling and Executing Partially-Ordered instruction Streams on Scalar* \ 
Shared- Memory Multiprocessors''' by D. K. Probst (hereinafter Probsts, and furthet jl ,io^\ 
U.S Patent No. 4,816,913 to Harney et at 

The examiner also rejected claims 17-21 , 23-26 and 28-29 under 35 C S C < »^«e; e: 
she relet ence Computer System-- De ssnn and Archileituro b^- V. P. Heuringsrsd II. : - . A-n:ari 
(hereinafter I louring;, in view of Probst, and further in view of Kamcy. 

Specifically, in relation to independent claim 1 7, the examiner admitted that "Skotu/u 

has not taught the field representing a mask in which each bit of the mask identities a dfffetvui 

byte of the destination register The examiner, however, contended that: 

Harney has taught the field representing a mask in which each bit of the 
mask identifies a different byte of the destination register {Harney coiumn 
40 : lines 40-50 and Figure 12A). Shirofzu has taught that the instructions 
store the results so a specific location in the destination (Shlrnizu column 
4, Una 51 to column 5, hoe 40;, but has not taught the specifics of how 
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these instructions work, in other words. Shimizu has not taught how the 
instructions speonioally riessgriate the destination location, just that the 
destination location is designated. Harney has taught that the mask 
designates the destination location where a result is stored (Harney 
column 40, lines 40-50 and Figure 12.A). A person of ordinary skill in the 
art at time the invention was made, and as recognized by Harney., 
vvould havo recognized that the mask of Harney prevents erroneous data 
srom being written into a destination location (Harney column 41, lines 6- 
7;. Therefore, It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the mask of 
Harney In the device of Shimizu to prevent erroneous data from entering 
memory. (Office Action, Page 5, Paragraph 8) 



Applicant's independsni claim 17 recites "a local register instruction that k a t- e 
more bs specified by a multiple-bit field of the instruction:, within a local dentin u 1 \ v 
With a shifted value of another operand, the field representing a mask in which eae v * v 
■nasi: ideal r.ics a different byte of the destination register." 

1 lurnc) . x:n the other hand, describes a processor for expanding a compress v (I ki 
signal <vhh a pixel interpolator that interpolates between input pixel values in two «.»<{ u 
(Abatravt* Harney explains, in relation to FIG. 2, that data held in a FIFO output b 2 
provided H> a \ uioo random access memory (VRAM ) 216. With respect to FIFO e p b '«u 
236. Harney explains: 

FIG. 12A Is a Mock diagram showing circuitry suitable for use »& the output 

FIFO 236. ... 



Ji ; s sigtta! OFR. p)o\idcd h> s flip-tlop 1232 hav ,i logic -?<>ro *aiui\ 
indicating <bat «o jncmorj «rite operation K in prosrc^ fov the output 
FIFO 23 ts, Uiv >"<>«tr«L etscuiii j 1216 pulse* a sigoai LOR it? transfer the 
*nhje sn thj> rt>gi.*.fvr 122C* to the output regiMer !21§ asid ro transfer si ioar- 
IfH hue ma^k held in a latch 1228 htto a four-bit rcgiMer 123a. OiJe-itaH «f 
o-ic period of the sia»a! i'K after the eositrol drcuitr> puhe\ rhv sijmai 
I .OK, » p»fsi> .! sigiuii WR vhieit is applied to the set input terminal, S. t<f 
She i1ip-f1«p 1232, ibis acJifiii fh:»iyt»s the iiatt of the- signal Or K. prtmded 
t*-v the Hip-Hop 1232 to a logic-one value. 

Fat Mpisi OKI* is applied to the \ ii \M i-oatroi aiur 23S the bus RS, \ 
* siwc of icgSe-tnu* from the nifjnal OVR interpreted b> the VRAM control 
ami 238 a\ a roiptct for a VRAM ^rift> operation u«.iu» the »ddre« \aiitc 
held sr the ^ U \M control unit for the output 1-JFO 2_Vs asd u^ing the 32- 
t>s$ data value held in the renter 1218. i in- hue tn^l m the- t raster 12?0 
i<> appiied so the VR-VM eo«frr>f mui 23<S Uis the his>, CA^M. Vhi-> i^3^k is 
««d tsi the % R \M cosuroi unit 238 to condition tht % RAM 218 Jo ^tot e 
onh tii«^ bvie\ in the renter 1218 Pi«\ hue positwH-s thai rnrres-powfi 
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to the byte mask ssgnal CASM, that is, <ml> those hues *>hkh vert, marked 
sss valid by the control circuity* S2h> as tiu-j *%ere h»aded into the register 
1220. The methed by which hjtes are marked a> \nl\a ami the w »f the 
-si-lfsa) CASM by the VRAM control Htm 238 .ire Ues^riOed in deiai! below, 
icok 39, h»e 59, to rol. 40. 50} 

Thus, in ilarney die byte mask is held in a register 1230. Therefore Applicant contends 
■hat the byte mask is not an instruction field forming part of an instruction. Further Harney 
explicitly states 5 hat "h jhis mask is used in the VII AM control unit 238 to condition the VRAM 
2 1 8 {sic - ■sluniid be VRAM 216) to store only those bytes in the register 1218 having byte 
positions that correspond to the byte mask signal CASM" (col. 40, lines ■*2~45). In other words, 
the byte mask identities bytes positions in a source register {specifically, register 1 21 8} whose 
content are selected and subsequently stored in the VRAM 216. Therefore, the byte mask is not 
used to identify byte position in a destination register (i.e., the byte positions into which content 
will be loaded). Accordingly, Harney fails to disclose or suggest at least "the field representing a 
mask m which each bu of the mask identifies a different byte of the destination register." as 
required by applicant's independent claim 17. 

As acknowledged by the examiner, Shirnizu also fails to disclose or suggest at least the 
feature of "the field representing a mask in which each bit of the mask identifies a different byte 
of the destination register." indeed, Shimf/u's GETxx and PUTxx instructions do no! use masks 
to specify the particular locations of the source or destination operands. Rather, each individual 
GETxx and PUTxx instruction causes data transfer from specific bytes of a source operand to 
specific bytes of a destination operand. As such, Shirnizu' s instructions have no need to use 
masks to identify which bytes of the operands are involved in the data transfer operation because 
the specific bytes of the source and destination operands affected by operations of SiiimizLfs 
instructions are implicitly identified by the instructions themselves. If it is desired to load data 
from different byte locations of the source, or into different bytes of the destination operand, it is 
necessary to execute different GETxx or PUTxx instructions to accomplish that. 

With respect to the other references relied upon by the examiner to reject claim \ 7 
(namely, H curing and Probst), Heuring describes a RISC computer architecture and 
corresponding instruction set For example, Heuring describes at pages 1 50 and 1 59- 1 6 1 , a shift 
instruction shr. As shown in the SRC Instruction Set summary (no page number available), none 
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of the listed instructions includes mask that is used to identify different bytes of a register. 
Furthermore, as described in the Instruction Set Summary, the instruction skr ra, rb, c3. causes 
the processor to ''shift rb right into ra by constant shift count c3 <5 3 1". As more particularly 
explained in Hearing's Table 4.5 and Table 4. 10, on pages 1 50 and 160, respectively, the last 
step T7 in the execution of shr instruction causes the value of the operand t\ which holds the 
shifted value held in rb, to be loaded into the destination register ra in its entirety. T hus, none of 
the various embodiments of the instruction skr as described by H curing causes the value of an 
operand to be loaded into one or more bytes of a destination register as specified by a mask, as 
required by applicant's independent claim 1 7. Thus, Heuring does not disclose or suggest at 
least the feature.? of '"the Held representing a mask in which each bit of the mask identifies a 
different byte of the destination register," as required by applicant's independent claim 17. 

Probst discusses the performance of a large-scale shared-memory multi-processor 
architecture. Probst, however, does not discuss spec-Hie instructions forming the multi- 
processors* instruction set, and therefore does not describe instructions that load one or more 
specified bytes within a local register with a shifted value of another operand using a multiple-bit 
mask included in the instructions. Accordingly, Probst also does not disclose or suggest at least 
the features of nhe field representing a mask in which each bit of the mask identifies a different 
byte of the destination register," as required by applicant's independent claim 17. 

Because none of Shimizu, Heuring., and Probst and Harney discloses or suggests, alone or 
in combination, at least the features oPHhe field representing a mask in which each bit of the 
mask identifies a different byte of the destination register/' applicant's independent claim 17 is 
therefore patentable over the cited art. 

Claims I8-2L 23 and 2-1 depend from independent claim 17 and are therefore patentable 
for at least the same reasons as claim 1 7, 

Independent claim 26 describes an apparatus featuring "a command that causes the ALU 
to load one or more bytes, spec-tied by a multiple-bit field of the command, within a destination 
register of a selected mi croon gine with a shifted value of another one or more bytes of a source 
register, the field representing a mask in which each bit of the mask identities a different byte of 
the destination register/' For similar reasons as those provided with respect to independent claim 
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patentable over the cited art. Claim 28-29 depend from claim 26. are therefore patentable: lor at 
least the same reasons as independent claim 26. 

It is believed that all the rejections and/or objections raised by the examiner have been 
addressed. 

In view of the foregoing, applicant respectfully submits that the application is in 
condition for allowance and such, action is respectfully requested at the examiner's earliest 
convenience. 

All of the dependent claims are patentable for at least the reasons lor which the claims on 
which they depend are patentable. 

Canceled claims, if any, have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. 

Any circumstance in which the applicant has (a) addressed certain comments of the 
examiner does not mean that the applicant concedes other comments of the examiner, tb s made 
arguments for the patentability of some claims docs not mean that there are not other good 
reasons for patentability of those claims and other claims, or (e) amended or canceled a claim 
does not mean that the applicant concedes any of the examiner's positions with respect to that 
claim or other claims. 

Please apply any require* * <.»<. po\ .. <v> <. t n« x'o-l %< ?i> <. e*e v i at* e N 
docket number shown above. 
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